July 10, 2004

Chairman Michael K. Powell

Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Streer, S W.

Washington, DC 20554

Re: WC Docket No. (03-133
Dear Chairman Powell:

I'am writing to add my voice 1o the growing number of groups and individuals opposed to efforts
by the local Bell telephone companies to circumvent current rules on calls placed with a pre-paid
calling card. If they succeed, it will result in higher rates — in many cases, dramatically higher
rates — for consumers who place the calls. As you approach your work on this docket, I implore
you to keep the needs of consumers in mind rather than the pleadings of the four Bell companies.

The Bell companies want to target those calls in which a caller uses a pre-paid calling card and
dials a toll-free number, along with his or her PIN. The caller, who may be in Virginia, for
example, is conne¢ted 1o a “platform” in another state -- let's say in Nebraska. From this
“platform,” he or she hears a message about a company, non-profit or person. The caller then
dials the telephone number of someone in Virginia, Current rules, as well as common sense, state
that this represents two calls, one from Virginia to Nebraska and one from Nebraska to Virginia.
Both calls are subject to interstate access charges because there is a call to Nebraska and then a
separate call to Virginia,

But the Bell companies want to treat this as a single in-state call so they can levy exorbitant in-
state access charges. Such fees have no relationship whatsoever to the Bell companies™ acrual
costs, which are only a fraction of what they want to charge consumers.

Prices are already rising for gas, milk and other products. Consumers don't need higher prices for
phone calls too, especially when these higher rates represent a blatang giveaway to four large
COrPOrAtions.

1 am aware that the long distance companies and others that sell pre-paid calling cards have
weilghed in with the FCC in an effort to protect their customers’ interests in this manner. It is
now time for the FCC to weigh in on the side of consumers and show the Bell companies the door
on this issue.

\ _ ) -
Sincerely, "__ ﬁ‘/ /% V(—/ - ﬂ e PO P

ces:  Commissioner Kathleen Q. Abernathy
Conunissioner Michael J. Copps
Commissioner Kevin J. Martin
Commissioner Jopathan S. Adelstein
Senator
Senator
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Commissioner Jonathan 5. Adelstein
Senator
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Tuly 7, 2004

Chairman Michael Powell

Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Sireet, S.W.

‘Washington, DC 20554

RE: WC Docket No. 03-133

Chairman Powell:

The FCC should not impose new access charges and fees upon prepaid calling cards. If you
move to increase the cost of these cards, you will simply drive up the cost for minority or
disadvantaged individuals to stay in touch in their communities.

The Latino community is particularly sensitive to any price increase for pre-paid calling cards;
approximately 43% of Latino households use them. Indeed, half of the households with incomes

below $20,000 have used prepaid cards. Pre-paid calling ca.rds are so prevalent in part becanse
they save consumers money.

With gas and milk prices already holding fixed and low income consumers hostage, we should
not be faced with rising telephone service costs as well, In particular, many low-income
households who are on fixed incomes depend entirely upon prepaid service because they cannot
meet the credit rating or hefty deposit requirements that local phone companies insist upon before
getting a phone. With prepaid cards, consumers can make calls from payphones or the telephones
of family members and neighbors. We can use these cards to stay “connected” as we look for
Jjobs, lumt for houses, or schedule many of the other daily appointments that we all have.

1 simply find it vnimaginable that the FCC woukd impose new charges and fees on these cards.
Some of the nation’s largest tefephone companies would be the largest beneficiaries of such
charges. The FCC should stand up for consumer interests over corporate gain by kceping
afferdable prepaid calling cards a priority.

Sinceret

Commissioner Michael Copps
Commissioner Kathleen Abermathy
Commissioner Kevin Martin
Commissioner Jo:mthan Adelstein
Senator

Senator

Congressperson
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RE: WC Docket No. 03-133
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The FCC should not impose new access chai-ges and fees upon prepaid calling cards. If you
move 10 increase the cost of these cards, you will simply drive up the cost for minority or
disadvantaged individuals to stay in touch in their commumnitics.

‘The Latino community is particularly sensitive to any price increase for pre-paid calling cards;
approximately 43% of Latino households use them. Indeed, half of the households with incomes
below $20,000 have used prepaid cards. Pre-paid calling cards are so prevalent in part because
they save consumers money.

With gas and milk prices already holding fixed and low Income consumers hostage, we should
not be faced with rising telephone service costs as well. In particular, many low-income
households who are on fixed incomes depend entirely upon prepaid service because they cannot
meet the credit rating or hefly deposit requirements that local phone companies insist upon before
getting a phone. With prepaid cards, consumers can make calls from payphones or the telephones
of family members and neighbors. 'We can use these cards to stay “connected” as we look for
jobs, hunt for houses, or schedule many of the other daily appointments that we all have.

I simply find it unimaginable that the FCC would impose new charges and fees on these cards.
Some of the nation’s largest telephone companies would be the largest beneficianies of such
charges. The FCC should stand up for consumer interests over corporate gam by l:eepmg
aﬂ‘urdable prepaid calling cards a priority.

Sincerely,

W?ﬂ/ X

ces:  Commissioner Michael Copps
Commissioner Kathleen Abernathy
Cpmmissioner Kevin Martin
Commissioner Jonathan Adelstein

Senator /ﬁd’a&tson..

Senator &ﬂqa,m

Congressperson
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July 7, 2004

Chairman Michael Powell

Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, S.W.

Washington, DC 20554

RE:; WC Docket No. 03-133

Dear Chairman Powell,:

I am writing to ask that the FCC not impose now hidden charges and fees on prepaid callmg card
services.

Minorities, low-income families, senior citizens, immigrants, co]lege students and mihtary
families rely upon calling card services for a variety of needs. Many of these consumers do not
have a credit history, bank accounts, or the means to pay a large deposit for local telephone
service. For these consumers, a prepaid card may be the only option they have to stay connected
—to make phone calls to look for a job, for affordable housing, make a doctor’s appointment, or
stay in touch with family and friends. These cards offer convenience and predictable cost, as
there are no hidden fees or charges. In economically disadvantaged areas, consumers literally
risk being disconnected if the prices of these tards increase. Prepaid callmg cards are
indispensable to consumer groups because they are an affordable alternative to regulnr and
wireless telephone services.

But such price hikes are precisely what the FCC will do if it inflicts n-ew “In-state™ access charges
and other fees on pre-paid cards, The fees would fimnel directly to large local telephone

companies while the burden would fall squarely wpon thoss consumers that can least afford to
bear it.

Adding access charges to he paJd to local telephone companies will substantially increase the per
minute charges on pre-paid calls, jeopardizing the benefits Latino and other communities gain
from these services, Please stop any effort to raisc rates on American consumers and decide that
these services are not subject to the exorbitant new access charges and other fees.

Sincerely,

5&'&‘\ A‘f\%‘or\\o

cc! sumisSicher Michael Copps
 Commissioner Kathleen Abernathy
Commissioper Kevin Martin
Commissioner J Onathan Adelstein
Senator

Senator &nmg,n

Congressperson
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July 7, 2004

Chatrman Michae] Powell

Federa] Communications Commission
445 12th Streat, S W,

Washington, DC 20554

RE:; WC Docket No. 03-133

Dear Chairman Powel]l:

Latino and other minority communities rely upon low-cost telecommunications services to
accomplish many every day tasks, from looking for a job or affordable housing to staying in
touch with family and frends. But pending before the FCC is a proposal that would introduce

new charges and fees upon services upon which we depend, immediately harming millions of*
Latinos and other consumers nationwide.

T understand that the FCC is considering applying “in-state” access charges and other fees on
certain prepaid calling card services. Many Latinos, particular]y those on fixed incorpes or those
establishing a credit history, bank accaunts and other means necessary to subseribe to Jocal
telephone service, rely upon these prepaid calling cards 1o stay connected at set affordablc rates. .
Students, imsnigrants, senior citizens, and others face similar challenges.

As aresult, prepaid calling cards are the only option available — without them, many Consumers
could, quite literally, be left without access to telephone service. Rmsmg the price of prepaid
calling cards will dixectly harm mdnn duals who can feast aﬁ'ord price inctcases.

Imposing in-state charges would Bmm.mt 10 @ substantial increase in the cost of prepaid calls,
destroying the utility of calling cards to disadvantaged consumers. Allowing the large, local
telephone companies to collect such charges, even when they do not sell the calling card o a
customer, would drive up prices; thus making these services substantially less affordable. Please

o0k out for consumers and refuse to impose new access charpes and fees on prepaid calling card
Servmes.

Sincerely,

ces:  Commissioner Michael Copps
Commissioner Kathleen Abemathy
Commissioner Kevin Martin
Commissioner Jonathan Adelstein
Senator Hectehisn

Senator &y,uf ~
Congressperson

T eXas
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July 7, 2004

Chatrman Michael Powell

Federal Communications Compussion
445 12th Street, S.W.

Washington, DC 20554

RE: WC Docket No. 03-133

Dear Chairman Fowell:

Latino and other minority communities rely'upon low-cost telecommunications services to
accomplish many every day tasks, from looking for a job or affordable housing 1o staying in
touch with family and friends. But pending before the FCC is a proposal that would intraduce

new charges and fees upon services upon which we depend, immediately harming millions of
Latinos and other consumers nationwide.

T understand that the FCC is considering applying “in-etate” access charges and other fees on
certain prepaid calling card services. Many Latinos, particularly those on fixed incomes or those
establishing a credit history, bank accounts and other means necessary to subscribe to local
telephone service, rely upon these prepaid calling cards to stay connected at set affordable rates,
Students, immigrants, senior citizens, and others face simitar challenges.

As aresult, prepaid calling cards are the only option availgble — without them, many consumers
could, quite literally, be left without access to telephone service. Raising the price of prepaid
calling cards will directly harm individuals who can least afford price inereascs.

Imposing in-state charges would amount to 2 substantial increase in the cost of prepaid calls,
destroying the utility of calling cards to disadvantaged consumers. Allowing the large, local
tclephone companies to collect such charges, even when they do not sell the calling cardto a
customer, would drive up prices; thus making these services substantially less affordable, Please
look out for consumers and refuse to impose new access charges and fees on prepald calling card
services,

// o

ces: Comm1sS1oner Michael Copps - }Ah«\,
Commissioner Kathleen Abemathy Cm
Commissioner Kevin Martin
Commissionet Jomthan Adelstein

Senator thedchesovne
Senator
Congressperson

1
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Tuly 7, 2004

Chairman Michacl Powell

Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, S.W.

Washington, DC 20554

RE: WC Docket No. 03-133

Chairman Powell:

The FCC should not impose new access charges and fees upon prepaid calling cards. ¥ you
move to increase the cost of these cards, you will simply drive up the cost for minority or
disadvantaged individuals to stay in touch i their commu.niﬁas.

The Latino commumity is particularly sensitive to any price increase for pre-paid ealling cm'ds
approximately 43% of Latino households vse them. Indeed, half of the houssholds with incomes
below $20,000 have used prepaid cards. Pre-paid calling cards are 50 prevalent in part because
they save consumers money.

With gas and milk prices already holding fixed and low income consumers hostage, we shounld
not be faced with rising telephone service costs as well. In particular, many low-income
bouseholds who are on fixed incomes depend entirely upon prepaid scrvice because they cannot
meet the credit rating or hefty deposit requirements that local phone companies insist wpon befors
getting a phone, With prepaid cards, consumers can make calls from payphones or the telophones
of family members and neighbors. 'We can use these cards to stay “connected” as we look for
Jjobs, hunt for houses, or schedule many of the other daily appointments that we all have.

I simply find it inimaginable that the FCC would impose new chargés and fees on these cards.
Some of the nation’s largest telephone companies would be the larpest beneficiaries of such
charges. The FCC ghould stand up for consumer interests over corporate gain by keeping
affordable prepaid calling cards a priority.

Sincerely,

f?gumudﬂ ;
GUasiv wydrn

ces:  Commissioner Michac! Copps
Commigsioner Kathleen Abernathy
Commissioner Kevin Martin
Commnissioner Jonathan Adelstcm
Senator C’J———J)‘"'-*-"'—LA

Senator

Congressperson M W‘Y
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July 7, 2004

Chairraan Michael Powell

Feders] Communications Commission
445 12th Street, S.W.

Washington, DC 20554

RE: WC Docket No, 03-133
Dear Chairman Powell,

1 am writing to ask that the FCC not impose new hidden charges and fees on prepaid cal]mg cargd
Services.

Minorities, low-income familics, scnior citizens, immigrants, college students and military
families rely upon calling card services for a variety of needs. Many of these consumers do not
have a credit history, bank accounts, or the means to pay, a large deposit for local telephone
service. For these consumers, a prepaid card may be the only option they have to stay connected
— to make phone c¢alls to lock for a job, for affordable houstng, make a doctar’s appointment, or
stay in touch with family and friends. These cards offer converiience and predictable cost, as
there are no hidden fees or charges. In economically disadvantaged areas, consumers literally
risk being disconnected if the prices of these cards increase. Prepaid calling cards are

indispensable to consumer groups because they are an affordable alternative to regular and
wireless telephone services.

But such price hikes are precisely what the FCC will do if it inflicts new “in-state” access charges
and other fees on pre-paid cards. The fees would funnel directly to large local telephone

companies while the burden would fall squarely upon those consumers that can lr:.ast afford to
bear 1t.

Adding access charges to be paid to local 1elephone companies will substantially increase the per
mipute charges on pre-paid calls, jeopardizing the benefits Latino and other communities gain
from these services, Please stop any effort to raise rafes on Amcrican consumers and decide that
these services are not subject to the exorbitant new access charges and other fees.

Sincerely,

/ Y
a@r’l’\ﬂv : \ Q?[a g
Commissioner Michael Copps -
Commissioner Kathleen Abernathy
Commissioner Kevin Martin
Commissioner Jonathan Adelstein
Senator Huldliseor
Senator 75 dgvn.?i--

Congressperson
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July 7, 2004

Chaitman Michael Powe!l

Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, S,W.

Washington, DC 20554

RE: WC Docket No. 03-133

Chairman Powell:

‘The FCC should not impose new access charges and fees upon prepaid calling cards. If you
move to increase the cost of these cards, you will simply drive up the cost for minority or
disadvantaged individuals to stay in touch in their communities,

The Latino community is particularly sensitive to any price increase for pre-paid calling cards;
approximately 43% of Latino households uss them. Indeed, half of the households with incomes
below $20,000 have used prepaid cards. Pre-paid calling cards are so prevalent in part becanse
they save consumers money,

‘With gas and milk prices already holding fixed and low income cansumers hostage, we shonld
not be faced with riging telephone service costs ag well. In particular, many low-income
households who are on fixed incomes depcnd entirely npon prepaid service because they cannot
meet the credit rating or hefty deposit requirements that local phone companies insist upon before
getting a phone. With prepaid cards, consumers can make calls from payphones or the telephones
of family membere and neighbors, We can use these cards to stay “connected” as'we Jook for
Jjobsg, hunt for houses, or schedule many of the other daily appointments that we all have.

I simply find it unimaginable that the FCC would impose new chargés and fees on these cards.
Some of the nation’s largest telephone companies would be the largest beneficiaries of such
charges. The FCC should stapd up for consumer interests over corporate gain by keepmg
affordable prepaid calling cards a priority.,

Sincerely,
L e 74

ce: mmissioner Michael Copps
Commissioner Kathleen Abernathy
Commissioner Kevin Maortin
Commissioner Jonathan Ade]stem
Senator
Senator
Congressperson
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Tuly 7, 2004

Chairman Michael Powell

Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, S.W,

Washington, DC 20554

RE: WC Docket No. 03-133

Chairmman Powell:

The FCC should not impoge new access charges and fees upon prepaid calling cards. If you

move to increase the cost of these cards, you will simply drive up the cost for minority or
disadvantaged individuals to stay in touch in their communities,

The Latino community is particularly sensitive to any price increase for pre-paid calling cards;
approximately 43% of Latino households use them. Indeed, half of the households with incomes
below $20,000 have used prepaid cards. Pre-paid calling cards are so prevalent in part because
they save consumers money,

With gas and milk prices already holding fixed and low income ¢onsumers hostage, we should
not be faced with rising telephone service costs as well, In particular, many low-income
hauseholds who are on fixed incomes depend entirely wpon prepaid service because they cannot
meet the credit rating or hefty deposit requirements that local phone companies insist upon before
getting a phone. With prepaid cards, consumers can make calls from payphones or the telephones
of family members and neighbors. We can nse these cards o stay “connected” as we look for
jobs, hunt for houses, or schedule many of the other daily appointments that we all have,

1 simply find it unimaginable that the FCC would impose new charges and fees on these cards.
Some of the nation’s largest telephone companies would be the largest beneficiarics of such
charges. The FCC should stand up for consumer interests over corporate gain by keeping
affordable prepaid calling cards a priority-

ccs:  Comunissioner Michael Copps
Commissioner Knthleen Abemathy
Commissioner Kevin Martin )
Commissioner Jonathan Adelstein
Sepator
Senator
Congressperson
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July 7, 2004

Chairmap Michael Powell

Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, S.W,

Washington, DC 20554

RE: WC Docket No. 03-133

Chairman Powell:

The FCC should aot impose new access charges and fees wpon prepaid callmg cards. Ifyou
move to increase the cost of these cards, you.-will simply drive up the cost for minority or
disadvantaged individuals 1o stay in touch in their comumunities. '

The Latine community is particularly sensitive to any price increase for pre-paid calling cards;
approximately 43% of Latino households use them. Indeed, half of the houiseholds with incomes
below $20,000 have used prepaid cards. Pre-paid calling cards are 50 pmvalent in part becavse
they save consumers motiey.

With gas and milk prices already holding fixed and low income consumers hostage, we should
not be faced with rising telephone service costs as well. In particular, many Iow-income
households who are on fixed incomes depend entirely upon prepaid service because they cannot
meet the credit rating or hefty deposit requirements that local phone companies insist upon before
getting a phone. With prepaid cards, consumers can make calls from payphones or the telephones
of family members and neighbors. We can use these cards to stay “connected” as we look for
jobs, hunt for houses, ar schedule many of the nﬁwr daily appointments that we all have.

I simply find it ummagmable that the FCC would impose new charges 2ud fees on these cards.
Some of the nation’s largest telephone companies would be the largest beneficiaries of such
charges. The FCC should stand up for consumer interests over corporate pain by kecpmg
affordable prepaid calling ¢axds a priority,

Sincerely,

ces:  Commissioner Michae] Copps
Commissioner Kathleen Abernathy - .
Commissioner Kcvin Martin
Commissioner Jopathan Adelstein Lo s W
Senator

Senator
Congressperson
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Tuly 7, 2004

Chairman Michael Powell

Federal Commmnications Commission
445 12th Street, S.W.

‘Washington, DC 20554

RE: WC Docket No. 03-133

Chairqian Powell;

The FCC should not impose new access charges and fees upon prepaid calling cards. Tfyou'
move to increase the cost of these cards, you will simply drive up the cost for minority or
disadvantapged individuals to stay in tonch in their communities. '

The Latino community is particularly sensitive to any price increase for pre-paid calling cards;
approximately 43% of Latino households use them. Indeed, half of the hoiseholds with incomes
below $20,000 have used prepaid cards., Pre-paid calling cards are so prevalent in part because
they save consumers money. '

‘With gas and milk prices already holding fixed and low income consumers hostage, we should
not be faced with rising telephone service costs as well. In particnlay, many low-income
houscholds who are on fixed incomes depend entirely upon prepaid service because they cannot
meet the credit rating or hefty deposit requirements that local phone companies insist upon before
getting a phone, With prepaid cards, consumers can make calls from payphones or the telephones
of family members and neighbors. We can use thése cards to stay “connected™ as we look for
jobs, huat for houses, or schedule many of the other daily appointments that we all have.

I simply find it unimaginable that the FCC would impose new charges and fees on these cards.
Some of the nation’s largest telephone companies would be the largest beneficiaries of such
charpes. The FCC should stand up for consumer interests over corporate gain by keeping
affordable prepaid calliiig cards a priority. : '

Commissioner Kathleen Abernathy
Commissioner Kcvin Martm

- Commiissioner Jonathan Adelstein
Senator
Senator

Congressperson



U7 L37200d 1445 FAK hoz21/028

July 7, 2004

Chairmian Michael Powell

Federal Copununications Commission
445 12th Street, S.W.

Washington, DC 20554

RE: WC Docket No. 03-133

Chairman Powell:

The FCC should not impose new access charges and fees upon prepaid calling cards. If you
move to increase the cost of these cards, you will simply drive up the cost for mmonty or
disadvantaged individuals to stay in touch in their ccmmunmes

The Latino community is particularly sensitive to any price increase for pre-paid calling cards
approximately 43% of Latino households use them. Indeed, half of the honseholds with incomes

below $20,000 have used prepaid ¢ards. Pre-paid calling cards are so prevalent in part because
they save consumers money.

With gas and milk prices already holdmg fixed and low income consumers hostage, we should
not be faced with rising teIephone service costs as well, I particular, many - low-income
households who are on fixed incomes depend entirely upon prepaid service becanse they cannot
meet the credit rating or hefty deposit requirements that local phone companies insist upon before
getting a phone. With prepaid cards, consumers can make calls from payphones or the telephones
of family members and neighbors, We can use thése cards to stay “connected” as we Iook for

. jobs, hunt for houses, or schedule many of the other daily appointments that we all have,

I'simply find it unimaginable that the FCC would impose new charges and fees on these cards.
Some of the nation’s largest telephone companies would be the largest beneficiaries of such
charges. The FCC should stand up for consumer interests over corporate gain by keeping
affordable prepaid calling cards a priority.

Sincerely,
05/{/”’_(\/‘_/ W

eCs Commissioner Michael Copps
Commissioner Kathleen Abernathy
Commissiener Kevin Martin
Commissioner Jonathan Adelstein
Senator
Senstor
Congressperson
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July 7, 2004

Chairman Michael Powell

Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, S.W.

Washington, DC 20554

RE: WC Docket No. 03-133

Dear Chairman Powell:

Latino and other minority communities rely upon low-cost telecommmunications services to
accomplish many every day tasks, from looking for a job or affordable housing to staying in
touch with family and fricnds. But pending before the FCC is a proposal that would introduce

" new charges and fees upon services upon Which we depend, immediately harming millions of
Latinos and other consumers nationwide.

Tunderstand that the FCC is cunsidering applying “in-state” access charges and other fees on
certain prepaid calling card services. Many Latinos, particularly those on fixed incomes or those
cstabhshmg a credit history, bank accounts and other means necessary to subseribe to local
telephone service, rely upon these prepaid calling cards to stay connected at set affordable rates,
Students, immigmnts, senior citizens, and others face similar challenges,

As aresult, prepaid calling cards are the enly option available — without them, many consumers
could, quite literally, be left without access to telephone service, Ralsmg the price of prepaid
callmg cards will directly harm individuals whe cap least afford pnce increases.

Imposing in-state charges would amount to a substantial incresse in the cost of prepaid calls,
destroying the utility of calling cards to disadvantaged consumers. Allowing the large, local
telephone companies to collect such charpes, even when they do not s2l the calling card 10 a
customer, would drive up prices; thus making these services substantially less affordable. Please
look vut for consumers and refuse to impose new access charges and fees on prepaid calling card
services, . .

Sincerely,

Chiotd The P B~
ccs:  Commissioser Michael Copps
Commissioner Kathleen Abernathy
Commissioner Kevin Martin,
Commissioner ] onathan Adelstmn .
Senator thudcbuser.
Senator :7" al'r ’L7 n

Congressperson

TE217
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July 7, 2004

Chairman Michael Powell

Federal Communicaiions Commission
445 12th Street, SW.

Washington, DC 20554

RE: WC Docket No. 03-133

Chairman Powell:

The FCC should not impose new accegs charges and fees upon prepaid calling cards. Ifyou
move 1o increase the cost of these cards, you will simply drive up the cost for minority or
disadvantaged mdividuals to stay in tonch in their communities.

The Latino community is particularly sensitive fo any price increase for pre-paid calling cards;
approximately 43% of Latino households nse them. Indeed, balf of the households with incomes
below $20,000 have used prepaid cards. Pre-paid calling cards are so prevalent in part becanse
they save consumers money.

With gas and milk prices already holding fixed and fow income consumers hostage, we should
not be faced with rising telephone service costs as well. In particular, many low-income
households who arc on fixed incomes depend entirely npon prepaid service because they cannot
meet the credit rating or befty deposit requirements that local phone companies insist upen before
getting a phone. With prepaid cards, consumers can make calls from payphones or the telephones
of family members and neighbors, We can use these cards to stay “connected” as we look for
jobs, hunt for houses, or schedule many of the other daily appointments that we all have.

I simply find it unimaginable that the FCC would impose new charges and fees on these cards.
Some of the nation’s largest telephone companies would be the largest beneficiaries of such
charges. The FCC should stand up for consumer interests over corporate gain by keeping
affordable prepaid calling cards a priority.

Sincere

Mﬁ% Teyas

ccs:  Commissioner Michael Copps
Commissioner Kathleen Abemathy
Commissioner Kevin Martin
Commissioner Jonathan Adelstein
Senator M et $ o

Senator Oy
Congressperson a _
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July 7, 2004

Chaiman Michael Powell .
Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, S.W.

Washington, DC 20554

RE: WC Docket No. 03-133
Dear Chairman Powell:

Military personnel stationed in the U.S. and all over the world rely heavily upon low-cost
telecormmunications services to keep in touch with family and friends back home. But pending
before the FCC is a proposal that wonld introduce new charges and fees on these cards that we
dcpend upon to stay connected, immediately harming the tens of thousands of American service
men and women stationed worldwide.

[ understand that the FCC is considering applying “in-state” access charges and other fees on
certain prepaid calling card services. American service personnel, partieularly those who move
frequently, rely upon these prepaid calling cawds to keep in touch with their families at set,
affordable rates.

As a result, prepaid calling cards are the only option available — without them, military personnel
could, quite literally, be left without access to telephone service. Raising the price of prepaid
calling cards wil] directly harm individuals who are most in nced of vital phone service to keep
their loved ones within reach,

[mposing in-state charges would amount to a substantial increase in the cost of prepaid calls,
destroying the utility of calling cards for our service men and women. Please laok out for our
military personnel and refuse to impose new access charges and fees on prepaid calling ¢ard
serviees.

Sincerely M@U/ _j,_/mé-.
T

ces:  Commissioner Michael Copps
Commissioner Kathleen Ab¢rnathy
Commissioner Kevin Martin
Cornmissioner Jonathan Adelstein

Senator Hulehesevre

Senator Lo
Cangressperson 2



